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Senator MCCONNELL has taken a very

progressive attitude as he always has
on this. Many others want to make it a
political kickball. I hope after the elec-
tions that enough people in both par-
ties would sit down to form a biparti-
san consensus, which is always the best
way to develop foreign policy, and de-
termine how we should spend our
money.

It should not escape the notice of
Members that over a dozen countries
spend a larger percentage of their
budget on foreign aid and foreign pol-
icy than we do. Many of these coun-
tries face difficult budgetary problems
as we do. Some actually spend more
dollars; Japan, for example. Some of
these countries do it out of altruism
but most do not. Most of them do it out
of hard-eyed realism. They know that
the money they spend is helping to cre-
ate jobs and, frankly, Mr. President, I
would expect that there are those in a
country like Japan which relies heav-
ily on exports who are delighted to see
the United States withdrawing from
the world stage because they know
what is going to happen. But the re-
ality is that it is in everyone’s inter-
est, both ours and our allies, for the
United States, the world’s oldest de-
mocracy, the world’s strongest mili-
tary power, and the world’s largest
economy, to remain actively engaged.

It is the American workers who will
be laid off because exports decline. It
will be Americans who will be a greater
burden on their Government because
the jobs leave our shores. Our competi-
tors will increase their foreign markets
because they have taken an interest in
foreign aid and they have created jobs
in the developing countries—in Asia,
Latin America, and we are seeing the
beginnings of a potentially huge mar-
ket in Africa. Our markets in Europe
and the First World are very saturated.
If we are going to expand out exports,
it is going to be in the Third World,
where 95 percent of new births are oc-
curring.

So that is the nonaltruistic argu-
ment. If we want to look at just dollars
and cents, I hope that those who go
home and make the great speeches and
get the applause for cutting foreign aid
will also at the same time say, oh, and
by the way, that plant that once ex-
ported tractors that just closed and
those 500 workers who are without jobs,
I helped that, too. I helped close that
plant. I helped shut off our access to
markets worldwide, because that is
really what they do.

Then ultimately we should ask our-
selves the moral question. We in this
country spend a few pennies per capita
in some of the poorest parts of the
world such as sub-Saharan Africa, a
few pennies per capita even though we
are the wealthiest nation on Earth. We
are less than 5 percent of the world’s
population, but we use a quarter of the
world’s resources. We have a moral re-
sponsibility. In this bill, when we cut
everything from UNICEF to assistance
for refugees, we should ask ourselves:

what do we stand for? Are we really
living up to our responsibility to help
ease the suffering of the billion or
more people who go hungry every day?

As appropriators we have done the
very best we could with the resources
and the allocation we had. We have
really tried to be responsible in all of
these areas. But sooner or later, we are
going to have to sit down and ask, can
we year after year continue to cut
these programs? Not if we expect to
preserve or influence in the world as a
protector of democracy and human
rights, not if we expect to see our econ-
omy grow, not if we expect to alleviate
some of the misery in the world.

With that, Mr. President, I will yield,
but I do thank not only my distin-
guished colleague from Kentucky but
also Robin Cleveland, who he men-
tioned and whose willingness to work
in a bipartisan way with my staff was
very appreciated, and Jim Bond, the
clerk of the Foreign Operations Sub-
committee, who I have worked with
now for 22 years in the Senate and for
whom I have great respect and appre-
ciation. I also want to mention Juanita
Rilling of the Committee staff, who has
been an especially strong voice for pro-
tecting programs that benefit needy
women and children; Anne Bordonaro,
a Vermont intern from South Bur-
lington who has been assisting the For-
eign Operations Subcommittee this
summer, and Emelie East, who is a
member of the Appropriations Commit-
tee staff and manages the affairs of
four different subcommittees; and the
man who does the work of 20, Tim
Rieser, who has worked on everything
from the landmine ban to trying to
make sure that we are responsible in
what we do. Tim, who does the work on
our side of the authorizing and appro-
priating committees, and does it on 20-
hour days, deserves credit and our
thanks. He is typical of many on our
Senate staffs on both sides who are the
unsung heroes who make this place
work. I also want to thank several
other staff members on our side who
helped along the way, including Dick
D’AMATO of the Appropriations Com-
mittee staff whose expertise in trade
issues was very helpful, and who
worked hard to ensure that humani-
tarian assistance can get to needly peo-
ple in Azerbaijan. Diana Olbaum of the
Foreign Relations Committee staff was
as always a great help, as was Janice
O’Connell, and Sheila Murphy of the
majority leader’s office.

I see the distinguished majority lead-
er on the floor, and I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the majority leader.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I extend
my appreciation to the distinguished
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. MCCON-
NELL], for the outstanding work he did
in managing this bill, and also to the
Senator from Vermont, who is always
ready to go to work and do the job.
They indicated they could do it in a
reasonable period of time, and while I
like for the subcommittee chairmen to

get their bills through in 3 hours or
less on the appropriations committees,
I think they did an excellent job. They
did take 16 hours and 15 minutes, which
is pretty good considering the long his-
tory on foreign operations appropria-
tions bills. There were 11 rollcall votes.

So the Senate is certainly working
and producing results, and I thank
these two Senators and all Senators for
their cooperation and their work in
completing the foreign operations ap-
propriations bill.

I might say the Senate now, I be-
lieve, has completed action on five ap-
propriations bills. We are ready to
begin on the sixth one. I see the Sen-
ator from New Mexico is ready to go. I
understand that the order of last night
provided that the Senate is now to
begin consideration of the energy and
water appropriations bill. The man-
agers have indicated that they would
anticipate amendments to be offered to
that bill today. Therefore, I will an-
nounce that additional rollcall votes
can be expected today unless an agree-
ment can be reached to limit the
amendments to the energy and water
appropriations bill.

Also, it is my intent and hope that a
similar agreement can be reached with
respect to the legislative appropria-
tions bill for Monday, thereby allowing
all votes to be set at 10 a.m. on Tues-
day. So all Senators are urged to co-
operate in formulating that agreement.
If we can do that, we could work today
on energy and water, Monday on the
legislative appropriations bill, and
then have them both completed with
the votes at 10 a.m. on Tuesday.

I hope all Senators who intend to
offer amendments to the energy and
water appropriations bill will do so as
early as possible today so that we can
complete action, advise the Members
what they can expect on the bill, and
then move on to the remaining appro-
priations bills.

Mr. President, I yield the floor to the
chairman of the energy and water ap-
propriations bill.
f

ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOP-
MENT APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
1997

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
proceed to the consideration of S. 1959,
which the clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:
A bill (S. 1959) making appropriations for

energy and water development for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1997, and for other
purposes.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from New
Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum for just a
moment until Senator JOHNSTON ar-
rives.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.
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The bill clerk proceeded to call the

roll.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SMITH). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I first
wish to thank the distinguished major-
ity leader for scheduling our bill this
morning. It is obvious that we are try-
ing on our side to get as many appro-
priations bills through as possible. This
will be another of those bills, and it is
important that we get this one done.

As I understand it, for those Senators
or staffers informing Senators who are
listening, it is the intention of the
leader that we proceed and that there
be votes today. However, there is an al-
ternative being circulated, and that is
if you would give us the amendments,
at least by name, we could agree on
what all the amendments are shortly.
Then we would urge consent that there
not be votes today and that the amend-
ments will be offered the remainder of
the day and part of Monday, which I
think is a very good approach. But we
would like to know what the amend-
ments are today, and that is what we
are circulating in the Cloakrooms and
on the hot lines.

Mr. President, first, I note the pres-
ence of Senator BENNETT JOHNSTON,
who for 22 years either chaired or
served on this subcommittee, and,
frankly, I take over the chairmanship
with full understanding that I have a
great deal to learn about the intrica-
cies of the Department of Energy, its
accounts and all of its various func-
tions, and certainly the Corps of Engi-
neers and the Bureau of Reclamation,
which are two very major institutions
out there in America that do a lot of
good and are frequently criticized, but
I believe both are doing a very excel-
lent job in terms of projects and pro-
grams they are undertaking. But, es-
sentially, Senator JOHNSTON has taken
the lead in many important aspects of
building science and research through
the Department of Energy, and he has
been an advocate of keeping our nu-
clear arsenal safe, sound and respon-
sive, and much of that occurs by virtue
of the policies in this bill and the
money appropriated. Since this is his
last undertaking on the floor for this
bill, I would like to yield to him for his
opening remarks, and then I will follow
with some.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Louisiana.
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I

very much appreciate the very warm
and generous remarks of my colleague
from New Mexico. While he is new in
the chairmanship on this committee,
he is not new to the committee. We
have worked side by side for all of
these 22 years, because New Mexico, of
course, has a very vital interest in the
work of this committee.

The State of New Mexico can thank
Senator PETE DOMENICI for the pres-

ence and the health and viability of
much of that State’s Federal presence.
The Federal presence in the State of
New Mexico is rather overwhelming
and would not have been such an over-
whelming presence but for Senator
PETE DOMENICI. We have worked to-
gether to make that so, and it is in the
Nation’s interest. The national labs,
particularly, are an American resource
that needs to be nurtured and used and
developed and continued for the benefit
of this country. So we are very pleased
for that.

Also, since this is my last time to
manage this bill for the minority, I
would like to mention the longstanding
relationship I have with the chairman
of the full committee, Senator HAT-
FIELD, who was the chairman of this
subcommittee and the ranking mem-
ber. We would trade off on those roles
every time the Congress would change.
That was a very productive and most
pleasant relationship as well. So this
committee and its staff and its work
are some of the most pleasant and
most productive times I have had in
this Congress. I thank all for giving me
that chance.

Mr. President, I am pleased to join
with the senior Senator from New Mex-
ico [Mr. DOMENICI] in presenting to the
Senate the Energy and Water Develop-
ment appropriation bill for the fiscal
year 1997 beginning October 1, 1996.
This bill, S. 1959, an original bill re-
ported by the committee on July 16,
1996, was approved by a unanimous
vote. Yesterday, the House of Rep-
resentatives passed H.R. 3816. The
markups in the House and Senate sub-
committees and committees occurred
simultaneously, rather than our nor-
mal process or House acting first and
our waiting receipt of the House bill.

At the outset, I want to commend the
chairman of the subcommittee, Sen-
ator DOMENICI. He has done an excel-
lent job in putting this bill together,
under very difficult budgetary con-
straints and circumstances. He is an
outstanding Member of the Senate and
I am pleased to work with him in con-
nection with this bill and on other
matters.

I also want to thank the distin-
guished Senator from Oregon, Senator
HATFIELD, the chairman of the full
Committee on Appropriations. Senator
HATFIELD and I had probably one of the
longest running twosomes in the Ap-
propriation Committee on the Energy
and Water Subcommittee, I having
chaired on and off for a number of
years, and Senator HATFIELD having
chaired on and off for a number of
years, and having rotated as ranking
minority member. We. always shared a
productive, pleasant, bipartisan, and
always, I think, the kind of relation-
ship that Senators seek and glory in
when it is present. I treasure his
friendship and appreciate the coopera-
tion and assistance given to me.

Mr. President, the Senator from New
Mexico has presented the committee
recommendations and explained the

major appropriations items, as well as
the amounts recommended, so I will
not undertake to repeat and elaborate
on the numerous recommendations. In-
stead I will just have a few brief re-
marks summarizing the bill.

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The bill supplies funds for water re-
sources development programs and re-
lated activities, of the Department of
the Army, civil functions—U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers’ Civil Works Pro-
gram in title I; for the Department of
the Interior’s Bureau of Reclamation
in title II; for the Department of Ener-
gy’s energy research activties—except
for fossil fuel programs and certain
conservation and regulatory func-
tions—including atomic energy defense
activities in title III; and for related
independent agencies and commissions,
including the Appalachian Regional
Commission and Appalachian regional
development programs, the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, and the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority in title V.

602(B) ALLOCATION FOR THE BILL

The Energy and Water Development
Subcommittee allocation under section
602(b)(1) of the budget act total
$20,308,000,000 in budget authority and
$20,202,000,000 in outlays for fiscal year
1997. Of these amounts the Defense dis-
cretionary allocation is $11,600,000,000
in budget authority and $11,233,000,000
in outlays. For domestic discretionary
the budget authority allocation is
$8,708,000,000 and the allocation for out-
lays is $8,969,000,000. The committee
recommendation uses all of the budget
authority allocation in both cat-
egories, so there is no room for add-ons
to the bill. Therefore, any amendments
to add will have to be offset by reduc-
tions from within the bill.

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

Mr. President, the fiscal year 1997
budget estimates for the bill total
$20,648,952,000 in new budget
obligational authority. The rec-
ommendation of the committee pro-
vides $20,735,645,000. This amount is
$86,693,000 over the President’s budget
estimates and about $800 million over
the appropriations amounts for the
current fiscal year 1996. The large in-
creases in the bill over last year are
principally associated with the Defense
activities and related Defense pro-
grams—what we refer to at 050 national
defense accounts. Domestic discre-
tionary spending continues to decline
especially in the Department of Energy
domestic discretionary functions.

Mr. President, I will briefly summa-
rize the major recommendations pro-
vided in the bill. All the details and
figures are, of course, included in the
Committee Report No. 104–320, accom-
panying the bill, which has been avail-
able since July 17.

TITLE I, ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS

First, under title I of the bill which
provides appropriations for the Depart-
ment of the Army Civil Works Pro-
gram, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
the recommendation is for a total of
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new budget authority of $3,455,623,000,
which is $89 million over fiscal year
1996 and $163 million more than the
budget estimate.

The committee received a large num-
ber of requests for various water devel-
opment projects including many re-
quests for new construction starts.
However, as the chairman has stated,
due to the limited budgetary resources,
the committee could not provide fund-
ing for each and every project re-
quested. The committee recommenda-
tion does include a small number of
new studies and planning starts but no
new construction starts. The commit-
tee has deferred without prejudice new
construction starts and hopes to fash-
ion a small package of new projects be-
fore this bill is completed. Because of
the importance of some of these
projects to the economic well-being of
the Nation, the committee will contin-
ued to monitor each projects progress
to ensure that it is ready to proceed to
construction when resources become
available. As the committee report
points out, the committee rec-
ommendation does not agree with the
policies proposed by the administration
in its budget.

TITLE II, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

For title II, Department of the Inte-
rior Bureau of Reclamation, the rec-
ommendation provides new budget au-
thority of $852,788,000, which is $9 mil-
lion more than the budget estimate
and about the same amount as for fis-
cal year 1996.

TITLE III, DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Under title III, Department of En-
ergy, the committee provides a total of
$16.1 billion. This amount includes
$2.750 billion for energy supply, re-
search and development activities, an
appropriation of $42.2 million for ura-
nium supply and enrichment activities,
offset fully by gross revenues; $220.2
million for the uranium enrichment de-
contamination and decommissioning
fund, $1 billion for general science and
research activities, $200 million from
the nuclear waste disposal fund for a
total of $400 million for civilian nu-
clear waste activities when the $200
million appropriated under the defense
activities is included, and $6.4 billion
for environmental restoration and
waste management—defense and non-
defense.

For the atomic energy defense activi-
ties, there is a total of $11.583 billion
comprised of $3.979 billion for weapons
activities; almost $6.0 billion for de-
fense environmental restoration and
waste management; $1.607 billion for
other defense programs and $200 mil-
lion for defense nuclear waste disposal.

For departmental administration
$218 million is recommended offset
with anticipated miscellaneous reve-
nues of $125 million for a net appropria-
tion of $93 million. A total of $245.6
million is recommended in the bill for
the Power Marketing Administrations
and $146.3 million is for the Federal En-
ergy Regulatory Commission [FERC]
offset 100 percent by revenues.

A net appropriation of $159.8 million
is provided for solar programs, includ-
ing photovoltaics, wind, and biomass
and for all solar and renewable energy,
$246.6 million, a decrease of about $20
million less than fiscal year 1996.

For nuclear energy programs, $229.7
million is recommended, of which
about $100 million is for termination
costs and activities associated with
previous decisions ending support for
several activities and projects. The rec-
ommendation includes $22 million in
funds to continue the advanced light
water reactor cost-shared program and
the committee has provided funds
under termination costs to wind up the
first-of-a-kind engineering program.

For the magnetic fusion program, the
committee is recommending $240 mil-
lion, which is $15 million less than the
budget. An amount of $389 million is
included for biological and environ-
mental research and $649.6 million for
basic energy sciences.

TITLE IV, REGULATORY AND OTHER
INDEPENDENT AGENCIES

A total of $313 million for various
regulatory and independent agencies of
the Federal Government is included in
the bill. Major programs include the
Appalachian Regional Commission,
$165 million; Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission, $471.8 million offset by reve-
nues of $457.3 million; and for the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority, $113 million.

Mr. President, this is a good bill. I
wish there were additional amounts for
domestic discretionary programs in our
allocation but that is not the case. A
large number of good programs,
projects and activities have been either
eliminated or reduced severely, be-
cause of the allocation, but such action
is required under the budget con-
straints we are facing. I hope the Sen-
ate will act favorably and expedi-
tiously in passing this bill so we can
get to conference with the House and
thereafter send the bill to the White
House as soon as possible.

Mr. President, the big disappoint-
ment with this bill, as with other bills,
is the paucity of resources given to
these most important functions of Gov-
ernment. I think it is a real mistake to
starve these functions, which are infra-
structure, water projects, ports, har-
bors, flood protection, and water re-
sources, which are the basis of the
economy in much of our country. They
have been deferred and deferred and de-
ferred, as well as the national labs and
science endeavors, which are funded at,
I believe, much too low a level. I hope
in the next Congress we will find addi-
tional funds to do this.

In the meantime, I think we have
done a good job under the leadership of
Senator DOMENICI in allocating these
scarce resources well.

With thanks to my chairman, I yield
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
want to repeat—Senator JOHNSTON has
completed his opening statement; mine

will not take but a few moments—the
distinguished majority leader has indi-
cated we will have votes. We know of a
couple of amendments. We can call
Senator JEFFORDS, and there are a cou-
ple of others around. What we are try-
ing to do now, and it is being worked
through the offices and I urge Sen-
ators’ offices to help us, if we want to
get a unanimous consent that we are
not going to have any votes today,
then we need to know what amend-
ments are going to be proposed to this
bill. That is what we are waiting for. I
once again urge that, and we will be
here and will be ready to vote on an
amendment that might be offered here
shortly.

Mr. President, I am pleased to bring
to the floor S. 1959, the energy and
water development appropriation bill
for fiscal year 1996 for consideration by
the full Senate. The Energy and Water
Development Appropriations Act is
normally one of the first appropria-
tions bills considered by the Senate.
However, this year the House experi-
enced some early delays because the
Energy and Water Development Sub-
committee was provided with an allo-
cation that would appear on its face to
be insufficient to take care of the man-
dates of this bill. As a result, the Sen-
ate Appropriations Committee took
the unusual step of reporting an origi-
nal bill in order to speed consideration
of this act.

I am pleased to report the House
completed consideration of its Energy
and Water Development Act earlier
yesterday and, indeed, additional re-
sources were given to the committee
from the first allocation that caused
the delay. The Energy and Water Sub-
committee marked up the bill on July
11, and the full committee reported it
by unanimous vote last Tuesday, July
16. The bill and report have been avail-
able to Senators and their staffs since
last Wednesday.

I, first, thank the former chairman of
the committee, as I already have, Sen-
ator JOHNSTON. I thank Senator HAT-
FIELD for his extraordinary work with
reference to this subcommittee and its
activities over all the years.

I feel confident we have done a good
job this year with the resources that
were made available. Indeed, with ref-
erence to the Department of Energy
and, in particular, the Department of
Energy’s efforts to continue the clean-
up in this country from the atomic
years and nuclear bomb development
era, that has significant increases to
continue that cleanup, but under a re-
gime that is causing more work to be
done and the work to be done more effi-
ciently.

In addition, some new projects and
some additional money have been pro-
vided for the whole new concept that is
now being used by the Department to
maintain the safety of our nuclear
weapons. That new stewardship, the
science-based stockpile stewardship
program, was a few years in develop-
ment. It is now about 21⁄2 years old, but
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it is receiving the full attention of the
three major laboratories that dealt
with nuclear weapons and the nuclear
deterrent threat.

It is also having its impact on other
facilities that we have in this country
to maintain our nuclear bombs in a
safe and trustworthy manner.

Some do not recognize, and perhaps
they choose not even to think about it,
but the Department of Energy, whether
one likes the Department or not, is, in
a sense, doing very major defense work
for America. They are the custodians
of the nuclear weapons. We all know we
are building down from a very high
number to a much smaller number of
nuclear warheads. Since we have de-
cided as a matter of national policy
that there will be no more underground
testing, we have decided that this new
science-based stockpile stewardship
program will be the scientific source of
evaluation of our residual nuclear
weapons, the ones we are going to
keep, to make sure that they are safe
and trustworthy.

You know, the American military
men from the Navy all the way
through—it is those people out there
that we are worried about. It is for
them that we want to make sure we
keep weapons in the highest quality of
maintenance. For they are the front
line and we want the weapons in their
hands to be the very best, in terms of
safety and trustworthiness and reli-
ability. That is a big mission.

So, in this bill, as in the defense au-
thorization bill, a significant new asset
was added this year, a resource so that
the three major laboratories can con-
tinue to develop the technologies and
techniques and equipment that will be
necessary to maintain these weapons
without the benefit of the science and
technology that would come from un-
derground testing, which is a very big
undertaking.

Will it work? We hope so. The great-
est scientists in America working at
the laboratories are bound and deter-
mined to make it work. In fact, they
have committed to the Joint Chiefs of
Staff that it will work. The Joint
Chiefs of Staff have, thus, approved
this approach, but they have made it
very, very clear that they do not want
to abandon the test site in Nevada.

It must be maintained in a readied
posture, because if this new approach
fails, we will have to verify and secure
our weapons performance and trust-
worthiness through other means.

So at the same time we are moving
ahead in a new approach, we have to
maintain some of the old. That costs a
little bit of extra money, but not an
amount that this Senator believes our
taxpayers would not willingly pay if
the issue is, since we must maintain a
nuclear arsenal, let’s make sure we
maintain it in the best possible way in
terms of reliability, trustworthiness,
safety, and security. I am sure that as
the Department of Energy moves
through the next few years with this
new approach, there will be plenty of

opportunity for this subcommittee, the
Armed Services Committee, the Joint
Chiefs of Staff and other groups within
the executive branch, to make sure
that it is being done right.

The Energy and Water Development
Subcommittee funds are used not only
for the Department of Energy’s defense
activities, but, obviously, there are
three other major activities. The De-
partment of Energy does some non-
defense work, and we have to pay for
that in this bill. Then we have the Bu-
reau of Reclamation and the Corps of
Engineers.

Let me suggest that we are operating
on the nondefense side. We are operat-
ing at a freeze level for the corps and
the Bureau. The Corps of Engineers,
nonetheless, in an overall macrosense,
will increase $89 million. Energy supply
and research, $22 million and high-en-
ergy physics, $20 million. These are
programs and activities that are non-
defense oriented.

Also, uranium supply enrichment, a
minus $29 million; uranium enrichment
decontamination and dismantling, a
minus $59 million; departmental ad-
ministration, we have reduced that by
$149 million, $37 million more than the
Department proposed when they sug-
gested $122 million should be saved at
the administrative level of the Depart-
ment.

We have made some difficult deci-
sions in the nondefense activities.
While we have reduced popular pro-
grams such as solar and renewables, we
have held the line on fusion, high-en-
ergy physics, nuclear physics, and bio-
logical and environmental research, all
very, very important functions for our
Nation’s future.

There are many who are not even
aware that these are taking place with-
in the Department of Energy, but they
are, and they are programs that con-
tribute mightily to America’s basic
science and to the future of our Nation.
I am very hopeful that we can fund
them adequately as we come out of
conference with the House, although I
must say that the allocation of re-
sources to the House subcommittee,
both for nondefense and for defense ac-
tivities, is substantially lower than the
Senate’s. In fact the sum total by
which it is lower than ours is almost $1
billion—$900 million. A little over $200
million of that is nondefense work and
about $700 million is DOE defense
work.

Since we have a firewall, we cannot
move the money back and forth in this
bill between the defense allocation and
the nondefense allocation. So some
might want to offer an amendment to
take something out of defense and put
it in domestic. They should know that
is subject to a point of order and will
require 60 votes because it violates
what the U.S. Senate has agreed for
this year as a firewall between defense
spending and domestic.

I could go on with a few more discus-
sions of what we are doing here, but let
me just talk a minute further about
the water resources projects.

Frankly, the U.S. Senate should
know that for all that is being said by
some in America that we should not be
engaged in so many projects of flood
protection and Bureau of Reclamation-
type activities, the Senators and the
States they represent seem to indicate
with a very loud voice that they need
these projects. We received hundreds of
requests either to start projects or to
put more money in projects that we
have for these two online agencies of
the U.S. Government.

The Corps of Engineers, in its civil
works program, has a budget authority
in this bill of $3,455,623,000, as I indi-
cated, an increase of $89 million.

Title II of the bill funds activities as-
sociated with the Department of the
Interior’s Bureau of Reclamation and
the central Utah completion project.
Total funding recommended for these
activities is $852,788,000. This is a re-
duction of a little over a half a million
dollars from the enacted level and
about $8,900,000 above the budget re-
quest.

We still have a number of requests in
both title I and title 2 with which we
have been unable to comply. I must say
to Senators, consistent with a starting
rule, that we will have no new starts.
We have done our very best to be fair
and equitable and I believe satisfied
many of the requests.

I do not say that Senators request
and we grant them their requests.
These are projects that go through the
professionals in the Department and
actually are confirmed to us by them
as being worthwhile and the kind of
things we ought to be doing.

Obviously, there is much more I
could speak about of an exciting nature
that is going on in the science and re-
search part of the Department of En-
ergy. I have just touched the surface of
it, but if there are amendments that
address any of these projects or pro-
grams, we will spend additional time
with the Senate explaining why we
think the levels of funding in this bill
are appropriate and the activities that
we have recommended be funded are in
the best interest of the United States.

As my ranking member and former
chairman said, a lot of this bill is in-
vestment, either investment in the
water ports of this Nation or the infra-
structure of water projects, reclama-
tion projects, flood protection projects
and a lot of it is an investment in the
Department of Energy, for when you
invest in nuclear physics, when you in-
vest in the highest science around to
determine what the atom is all about
and what the physics of that is, you are
investing in the future of mankind and
certainly in America’s future.

These kinds of funds do not stay in
the Department, nor do they go exclu-
sively to laboratories. Much of it goes
to the great universities and science
activities going on in this country.

So I am very proud of the bill. Let
me repeat, many Senators have
stopped me on the floor and wanted to
know if we are going to vote today.
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The answer is, there is a way that we
will not have any votes, and that is if
Senators will cooperate, as they have
been, and tell us whether they have
amendments. If they have amend-
ments, we want to list them, and then
we will be here part of today to accept
any of them that Senators want to
offer. Then we will ask in a consent re-
quest that on Monday, there also be an
opportunity for further offering of
those amendments that we have agreed
to, with votes on Tuesday, is what I un-
derstand on this bill. There may be
other votes on Monday, but on this
bill, I assume that is going to be the
scenario.

I yield the floor at this point, and I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I came to
the Senate in January 1989. I was not
here very long before I realized our
State was facing a very difficult prob-
lem with the sudden surge of the im-
portation of out-of-State waste. Our
capacity to dispose of our own waste
was quickly being filled to overflowing,
and action needed to be taken.

The State of Indiana Legislature has
taken a number of steps to attempt to
limit this flow of unwanted waste com-
ing from other States. Yet, each one of
their attempts was met by a court
challenge, and a challenge that was
successful in that it said we were viola-
tive of the interstate commerce clause
of the Constitution.

In reviewing the court opinions on
that subject, we discovered the court
said if the Congress specifically and af-
firmatively grants States the author-
ity to regulate its flow of out-of-State
waste, then it would meet constitu-
tional muster. So, I then proceeded to
offer legislation on that subject to find
a solution to not only our problem but
a number of importing States’ prob-
lems throughout the country.

That was a contentious issue at the
time, and it was tied up in filibuster
and a whole number of procedural
delays. We persisted, and in September
of 1990, a modified version of my origi-
nal amendment passed the Senate by a
vote of 67 to 31, as an amendment to
the District of Columbia appropria-
tions bill. It was not a partisan issue.
It was a bipartisan issue—Democrats
and Republicans joined together to
pass this legislation.

Unfortunately, in the conference on
the appropriations bill in 1990 in Octo-
ber, just before we adjourned for the
elections, that provision was stripped.
That was the 101st Congress.

In the 102d Congress, early on in that
Congress, March of 1992, I introduced
new legislation which, after some con-
siderable debate and maneuvering, we

managed to pass by an even more over-
whelming vote. I was joined by the
Senator from Montana in that effort.
He was very helpful in allowing us to
move forward on that legislation. It
passed the Senate in July of 1992 by a
vote of 89 to 2. We had addressed a
number of the objections that were
raised in the original legislation,
States that had particular and peculiar
problems, and we even worked with the
exporting States that were putting the
waste into play on an international
basis, and satisfied a number of their
demands.

In other words, we achieved a bal-
ance, a balance between the legitimate
needs of those States that found State
waste overwhelming their own environ-
mental plans to adequately dispose of
their own waste to protect their envi-
ronment, and we addressed the needs of
the exporting States who needed some
time to ratchet down their exports,
out-of-State exports, and deal with
their waste on an intrastate basis.
That accommodation resulted, as I
said, in that vote in 1992. The support
from the Senator from Montana was
critical to that success.

Unfortunately, the House failed to
act on that legislation, which brought
us to the 103d Congress. In February
1993, I again introduced the interstate
waste bill, and after considerable nego-
tiations and work, we passed that bill
in the Senate, the Coats-Baucus bill, in
September 1994. In October, it passed
the House and came to the waning days
of the 103d Congress, and because of
procedural reasons we needed unani-
mous consent to proceed with that. We
moved the legislation through the
House, through some very difficult ne-
gotiations, got 435 Members of the
House to agree to that, and we got 99
Members of the U.S. Senate to agree.
Unfortunately, we could not get that
last vote. Because we needed all 100 and
needed unanimous consent to proceed
to the legislation, it failed.

Then the 104th Congress came, and in
March 1995 I reintroduced the legisla-
tion. In May, on May 16, 1995, on my
birthday—I do not think it was a birth-
day present from the Senate to me, but
it happened to fall on that particular
date—the Senate passed that new legis-
lation by a vote of 94 to 6. The House
subsequently has done nothing.

Now, I am hoping that Members will
detect there is a pattern here, that
there is a pattern that this issue is not
going to go away, and that I will keep
introducing that as long as I have voice
to speak and the good people of Indiana
choose to send me back to the U.S.
Senate. This is an issue that is not
only important to my State, the people
who I represent, but it is important to
the Nation.

Given the votes that we have had
here in the Senate, a lot of people are
wondering, why can’t we finalize this?
We cannot finalize it now because the
House refused to act on it for a number
of reasons.

We are not going to give up. The pat-
tern is we will just keep coming back

and back and back and back and back
until this issue is resolved and we
strike the necessary legislation and
put it into law, giving States control
over their own borders.

The legislation before the Senate is a
bipartisan effort. I am being joined this
morning by Senator LEVIN from Michi-
gan, another importing State. I know a
number of other Senators here have a
vested interest in this issue, and
whether they need to come to the floor
to discuss this or not, I am not sure. I
am confident we can move forward.
But, again, we want to make the point
that this legislation is not going to go
away. My effort is not going to go
away. We are going to persist with this
until we finalize this.

This is an amendment, with due re-
spect to the chairman and the ranking
member of the Energy and Water Ap-
propriations Subcommittee, this is an
effort to try to attach it to somewhat
relevant legislation so that we can get
it into conference and hopefully con-
vince the conferees that this strongly
bipartisan, strongly supported effort,
after literally years of intense negotia-
tions—with importing States, export-
ing States, all involved; waste haulers,
all involved—we have reached a reason-
able agreement that ought to be en-
acted into law.

I am offering it this morning along
with my colleague from Michigan, Sen-
ator LEVIN. We do strike an appro-
priate balance. What we are offering
today is exactly the same legislation
that the Senate has voted on in this
Congress and passed by a vote of 94 to
6. In the interests of time and in the in-
terests of Senators who I know are try-
ing to make plans to travel back to
their States for this weekend, and to
move this appropriations bill forward, I
am going to limit my remarks to this,
unless I need to respond to questions or
opposition raised on this particular
legislation.

I thank the chairman for his toler-
ance and willingness and his support in
this effort to, once again, move this
legislation. I yield the floor.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
know Senator LEVIN wants to speak to
this very important legislation.

Mr. COATS. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. DOMENICI. I am happy to yield

to the Senator.
AMENDMENT NO. 5092

(Purpose: To provide authority for States to
limit the interstate transportation of mu-
nicipal solid waste)
Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I send the

amendment to the desk.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will report.
The assistant legislative clerk read

as follows:
The Senator from Indiana [Mr. COATS], for

himself and Mr. LEVIN, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 5092.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’)

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.
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Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I

think we are willing to accept it.
Mr. DOMENICI. I believe we are will-

ing to accept it. That is what I told the
Senator.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I will
withhold that request at this time.

Mr. DOMENICI. We will have to talk
about it. We are working on the
premise that if we get all the Senators
to agree to the amendments on a list,
there would be no votes today. We
would like very much to see if we can
get that worked out.

That would not preclude the Senator
from having a yea and nay vote on
Tuesday, although I recommend that
he not do that. We are not taking any-
thing away.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator withdraw the request for the
yeas and nays?

Mr. COATS. I temporarily withdraw
that request.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, once
again, I want to say publicly what I
told the distinguished Senator from In-
diana. We are willing to accept this
amendment and take it to conference.
It is obvious that, at one time or an-
other, legislation like this has received
almost the unanimous support of Con-
gress. Because of that, we will take it.

I want to say to Senators one more
time—not those here, but Senators and
staff in their offices—who are con-
cerned about what is going to happen
for the rest of today, Monday, and
Tuesday. We are asking each office to
tell us if they have amendments to this
bill. We are making some real head-
way. There are a few offices we have
not been able to work this out with.
But it is important to get that done.
That will define the schedule for the
remainder of the day.

I yield the floor.
Mr. LEVIN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan is recognized.
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I am

pleased to cosponsor the amendment of
the Senator from Indiana. He has
worked on it so long and hard, and so
many other Members of this body, par-
ticularly Senator BAUCUS of Montana,
the Senators from Louisiana, and so
many others, to finally give States and
local government some control over
the flow of waste both into their juris-
dictions and out of their jurisdictions.

The Senate has expressed its will on
this issue over and over again—most
recently, in May of last year by an
overwhelming vote of 94 to 6. The Sen-
ator from Indiana has gone through the
number of times that the Senate has
expressed its will. He has gone through
the number of ways in which the vast
majority of House Members have ex-
pressed their will on this matter in
support of this legislation, made nec-
essary by a Supreme Court decision
which said it is up to Congress to de-
cide whether or not it wants to give
these powers to the State and local
governments.

Now, Michigan, my State, my coun-
ties, and my townships have plans for

waste disposal. They have invested in
it. They spent a lot of time with these
investments and a lot of money on
these investments to dispose of their
waste locally. Those plans and those
investments are totally disrupted when
contracts are entered into without con-
sideration by State, county, or local
government of the impact of those con-
tracts for importing waste into those
areas, because when you import waste
in that way, without consideration of
plans, and without consideration of the
efforts that local governments have
made to dispose of their own waste, it
totally disrupts those efforts and those
expenditures. It is not right.

States and local governments have a
right to do that planning and to make
those investments in order to dispose
of their own waste and not see their
own plans displaced by the import of
waste from other places, based on con-
tracts between haulers and those other
places.

Our local people should not be
dumped on any longer. They should
have some control over their own juris-
dictions, and over their own land. That
is what this issue is really all about.
And so I want to commend all the Sen-
ators who have been involved in this ef-
fort for so many years. It has been
truly a bipartisan effort all along. It
will continue to be that. It will con-
tinue to be made until we finally not
just get a bill passed in the Senate,
which we have done over and over
again, but get the same bill passed by
the Senate and the House. And this ef-
fort to adopt this amendment on this
particular appropriations bill is an-
other statement to the House that we
expect action this year.

Here we are with, perhaps, 30 legisla-
tive days left in this session. Last year
the Senate expressed itself. I, on at
least one occasion, have stood up say-
ing I was going to offer this kind of
amendment, and have been dissuaded
from doing so based on the assurance
that there would be efforts made to get
the House to act. The House has not
acted. There are a few people there who
oppose it, who have been able to dis-
place the will of what appears to be a
clear majority of House Members.

It is simply time that we again ex-
press ourselves as a Senate on this
issue, not just speaking into the ether,
but speaking directly to the House and
saying we are very serious that we
want this bill—at least we want consid-
eration of both parts of this bill by the
House this year, on both the questions
of interstate waste coming into a State
and the question of flow control of
waste from a State. Both of those sub-
jects are covered in this bill in a bal-
anced way, as the Senator from Indi-
ana has said, in consideration of both
importing and exporting States.

Before I yield the floor, I simply
again want to thank my good friend
from Indiana, and particularly single
out the Senator from Montana, who,
for so many years, has fought this bat-
tle. It will be essential not just to his

State, my State, Indiana, Louisiana,
and other States, but to all of our
States that we finally have some con-
trol over our own land, over our own
plans, over our own investment for
waste disposal. The Senators from Indi-
ana and Montana have been leaders in
that effort.

Mr. JOHNSTON. If the Senator will
yield. Mr. President, I cosponsored a
bill on this subject matter filed by my
colleague, Senator BREAUX, a few years
ago. Does this differ in any way from
that?

Mr. LEVIN. I wonder if I could ask
my friend from Indiana, I understand
this bill is precisely the same as S. 534,
which passed in May 1995 by a vote of
94 to 6, and that that bill is this amend-
ment. That is my understanding.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator is correct. The amendment we are
offering today is identical, word-for-
word, to the legislation that passed
this body earlier in this session of Con-
gress.

Mr. JOHNSTON. That was this ses-
sion?

Mr. COATS. Yes, it was. I can give
you the exact date.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Is it the same as we
had a few years ago?

Mr. COATS. It has been modified
from the original legislation. We have
addressed some of the concerns of the
exporting States and struck a balance
between the timetables, in terms of
their ratcheting down the exports, and
we made some adjustments on the im-
porting State side. We allow, for in-
stance, local jurisdictions to enter into
what are called host agreements. We do
not upset those agreements. We don’t
want to breach any contractual obliga-
tions already entered into. We have
added flow control language to address
that particular issue, also. This is iden-
tical to what we passed in 1995 in this
Congress.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Well, Mr. President,
I commend the Senators for proposing
this legislation. Being one of these re-
cipient States of this waste, who has
never been able to control this situa-
tion, I commend them for coming up
with a solution that I believe will
work. Of course, the minority will en-
thusiastically accept the amendment.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico is recognized.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I

don’t want the sponsors to have any
concern about whether the Senator
from New Mexico favors this when we
go to conference. I favor it 100 percent.

We were a State that was at least
threatened with all kinds of external
dumping of garbage in our State. We
talk about solid waste, but this is not
nuclear waste. This is essentially gar-
bage with maybe a little frill on the
edges.

So I will take the bill. I want the
Senator to know I will take it. I will
take it and try to keep it. I think we
ought to pass it. Whether our bill gets
to the President and gets signed, we
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may have that confronting us. We are
going to do our share of trying to keep
it in conference.

Mr. COATS. If the Senator will yield,
I am fully aware of the perils and pit-
falls of moving appropriations bills to
the executive branch and having the
President sign them. I know that is not
directly related, although I think it is
indirectly related to energy and water.

I appreciate the commitment from
the Senator from New Mexico in doing
his very best to see if we can add this
in an appropriations bill and get it ac-
cepted in conference.

As I said, this is not a partisan issue.
The President has already indicated
that he would sign this particular pro-
vision. So this will not be a deal break-
er.

If I can get the commitment from the
Senator from New Mexico and the Sen-
ator from Louisiana that they will
fight for this effort in conference and
do their best to reflect the Senate posi-
tion on this, in deference to my col-
leagues, who I know are seeking to
catch planes and wrap up the session, if
there are no other votes ordered on
this legislation, I will not be the one to
scuttle the picnic here. So I will make
that commitment to the Senator.

Mr. DOMENICI. I want to make one
additional point. I have just received
word that Senator CHAFEE wants to
come down and speak on the measure.
I think it is quite appropriate. He is
chairman of the subcommittee of origi-
nal jurisdiction. We did not intend to
vote or accept this in the next few min-
utes anyway. So if Senator CHAFEE
wants to speak, we urge that he come
down as soon as he can.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I am
happy the Senator from Indiana offered
this amendment. He has been commit-
ted, including the Presiding Officer, for
many years to trying to get this
passed.

There has been a development which
makes this legislation more imminent.
Recently, the city of New York an-
nounced that it is going to close its
Fresh Kills landfill. Fresh Kills landfill
is probably the biggest landfill in this
country. They receive 13,000 tons of
garbage a day at Fresh Kills landfill in
New York. That amounts to 1,200
trucks a day of garbage dumped at the
Fresh Kills landfill. That is going to be
closed. It will be closed in 2 years. I
think it will be phased out ultimately
by the year 2001.

That is a problem. It is a problem for
a lot of so-called importing States,
States that receive other States’ gar-
bage. It is a problem because States are
having a very difficult time enacting
laws providing for incinerators. People
do not want incinerators to burn gar-
bage.

This is a major proposal in the State
of New York for the State of New York
to build a major incinerator in Brook-
lyn. It has been turned down. It is the
old not-in-my-backyard syndrome. No-
body wants an incinerator in their
backyard.

So incinerators are not getting any-
where, which means that New York has
a problem. New York City has a big
problem with Fresh Kills closed. Where
is all that garbage going to be, 13,000
tons, 1,200 trucks a day?

That is just an example of the prob-
lem that we face.

I might say that my State is typical;
that is, Montana has wide open spaces.
A lot of folks from the East think that
is a good place to dump garbage. ‘‘Let’s
dump it out in the West. They have
wide open space out there.’’

Regrettably, a major entrepreneur in
an Eastern State decided that he want-
ed to open up a big landfill in Miles
City, MT. We in Montana do not want
this big landfill in Miles City. He was
able to cut a deal with a couple of folks
in Miles City to build this landfill,
whereas the vast majority do not want
this landfill in Montana. The State of
Montana could not pass legislation pro-
hibiting this, could not pass legislation
limiting the dumping of out-of-State
garbage in our own State. Why? Be-
cause the Supreme Court says the
States cannot do that. It is in violation
of the commerce clause of the Con-
stitution.

Very simply, this is a very basic pro-
posal. Basically, we are saying that by
the passage of this legislation, with
some modifications, the States have
the right to say no. They have a right
to say no to the shipment of out-of-
State garbage being dumped in their
State.

We talk a lot around here about local
control. We talk a lot around here,
‘‘Gee, let States decide their own des-
tiny, and let local communities decide
their own destiny.’’ This legislation
will allow States to do that. They will
be able to say no to the dumping of
out-of-State garbage in their own
States.

I hope that the House conferees take
this provision. It is going to be dif-
ficult.

I very much appreciate the state-
ment of the manager of the bill, the
chairman of the Budget Committee,
Senator DOMENICI, as well as its rank-
ing member of the subcommittee, Sen-
ator JOHNSTON, that they will push for
this amendment in conference. The
trouble is that the House has not
looked very favorably on this legisla-
tion recently. It is basically because of
who is on what committee over in the
House and what States are exporting
States. It is a problem.

But I urge our Senate conferees to be
very vigorous in pushing this amend-
ment in conference, because then, fi-
nally, we are going to get this thing
enacted.

I can tell you that there are a lot of
people in our country who very much
want to control their own destiny in a
lot of ways, and one way is to be able
to say no to the shipment of out-of-
State garbage. I have been working
with Senator COATS on this for years.

When the Democrats were in the ma-
jority, I had the subcommittee that got

this legislation passed a couple of years
ago. This is very similar to that legis-
lation, this proposal before us.

I very strongly commend the Senator
from Indiana for his very, very deep
dedication to this issue. I hope we can
finally get it passed.

I yield the floor.
Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I would

like to add as original cosponsors to
the bill Senator SPECTER, Senator BAU-
CUS, and Senator MCCONNELL.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
am pleased to be an original cosponsor
of this amendment that will get a grip
on the serious problem of interstate
waste. I am also pleased to be working
again with Senator COATS on an issue
that affects both our States—the un-
checked flow of interstate waste.

As you and many of my colleagues
are aware, out-of-State waste creates
problems for States that are unable to
control the amount of trash that is
sent across the border for disposal.
This imported waste takes up landfill
space, which complicates State and
local waste planning and requires
States to devote valuable resources to
the problem other States have ne-
glected. Scarce landfill space in Ken-
tucky should be allocated for Kentuck-
ians, not trash from hundreds of miles
away.

During my tenure in this Senate, I
have committed myself to resolving
this issue and ensuring that Kentucky
doesn’t become a dumping ground to
out-of-State waste. In 1990, and every
year since, I have introduced legisla-
tion or worked with Senator COATS in
crafting language that has ultimately
led to the compromise legislation that
came so close to passing last year.

In 1990, I introduced S. 2691, a bill to
give States the ability to fight long-
haul dumping by charging higher fees
for disposal of waste coming from other
States. This bill passed the Senate
with 68 votes.

During the 102d Congress, I intro-
duced S. 197 to once again provide
States the authority to impose a fee
differential for out-of-State waste. In
1992, Senator COATS and I joined forces
and produced comprehensive legisla-
tion to provide States the authority to
regulate waste. That same year, the
Senate passed an interstate waste bill
by an overwhelming vote of 88 to 2. Un-
fortunately, the bill died in the House.

During the 103d Congress, I joined
with Senators COATS and BOREN in in-
troducing S. 439. Although the Senate
didn’t act until late in the session,
Congress came extremely close to pass-
ing an interstate waste bill. Again, the
House stalled long enough to effec-
tively kill the bill on the last day of
the session.

Last year, the Senate passed a waste
bill, S. 543 which passed 94 to 6. This
legislation is a fair proposal that gives
communities control of not only their
own waste streams, but the flow of
trash from other States, it will protect
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importing States like Kentucky and
Indiana from becoming garbage colo-
nies for States who aren’t willing to
deal with their own waste problems.

Mr. President, this issue has recently
come to the forefront of national news
with the announcement of the closure
of Fresh Kills landfill in New York.
This 3,000-acre monstrosity located on
Staten Island receives 26 million
pounds of garbage daily. The 48-year-
old landfill, known as the world’s larg-
est garbage dump, is so enormous that
it can actually be seen by orbiting as-
tronauts.

Closure of this facility will neces-
sitate an astounding outflow of gar-
bage from New York City that will be
absorbed by States as far away as Ken-
tucky. I, for one, refuse to stand by and
allow Kentucky to become a garbage
colony.

Unfortunately, the House has abso-
lutely stalled on this issue. Hopefully,
with the inclusion of the Coats amend-
ment, interstate waste problems will
finally be addressed during a con-
ference with the House of Representa-
tives.

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I rise
today in support of the interstate
waste amendment offered by the Sen-
ator from Indiana.

Last Congress, I introduced legisla-
tion to give localities the opportunity
to restrict the flow of interstate waste
into landfills in their communities. In
my view, it is essential that local gov-
ernments be given the authority they
need to determine for themselves
whether to accept out-of-State waste. I
am pleased that S. 534, the legislation
which passed the Senate overwhelm-
ingly last year, contained provisions
that will help protect communities
from being inundated with unwanted
garbage generated out-of-State and
provide localities with some leverage
to deal with landfill developers who
seek to dispose of out-of-State trash.

The pending amendment—identical
to the one we passed last year—de-
serves the support of all Members. In
my view, it strikes the appropriate bal-
ance between importing States and ex-
porting States, and solves a problem
which has persisted for too many
years. Because this issue deals with
interstate commerce, only Congress
has the authority to resolve the prob-
lem of unwanted out-of-State garbage,
as the Senators from Indiana, Michi-
gan, and Montana have discussed.
Therefore, I urge my colleagues to re-
affirm our support for this legislation,
and make passage of this bill a priority
during the remainder of this session.

With that, Mr. President, I thank my
colleagues and yield the floor.

Mr. COATS. I yield the floor, Mr.
President. I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I see the
chairman of the committee and the
ranking member on the floor. I men-
tioned earlier that I very much appre-
ciate the statements by them, if they
will urge the House to adopt this
amendment.

Might I ask the chairman of the com-
mittee, along with the ranking Mem-
ber, if they will, in pushing this, con-
sult with the chairman of our commit-
tee, Senator CHAFEE, as well as the
ranking member as you work with the
House in attempting to persuade them
to adopt the amendment. As we all
know, there might be give and take
and some modifications. I very much
hope that the managers would consult
the managers of the authorizing com-
mittee.

Mr. DOMENICI. Let me respond. This
is not just a Republican bill. So I would
say for the Record that we will consult
not only with the chairman, but we
will consult with the ranking member
of the committee of jurisdiction as it
moves its way through.

Mr. BAUCUS. I appreciate that. I
thank the Senator.

I yield the floor. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

FEMALE GENITAL MUTILATION

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I would like
to take this opportunity to commend
the managers of the bill we passed this
morning, the foreign operations appro-
priations bill. In that measure, one of
the amendments accepted by the man-
agers deals with a subject that I have
spent many months of my legislative
career on. It is an issue that has be-
come easier to talk about, by this Sen-
ator, but not easy to talk about. I have
spoken a number of times about the
issue of female genital mutilation.

I was of course struck last week, Mr.
President, when again I read in the
Washington Post, and the same article
appeared in newspapers around the
country, that another young girl died
as a result of this barbaric practice.
This death occurred in Egypt, an 11-
year-old girl.

Mr. President, these brutal, vicious
practices take place all over the world.
These practices leading to death are
not reported often, even though deaths
occur frequently. In this instance, the
one in the Washington Post last week,
the Associated Press:

An 11-year-old girl bled to death after a
botched circumcision performed by a village
barber, police officials said today.

The officials said the child, whose name
was given only as Sara, died Friday in a

Cairo hospital after doctors were unable to
stem bleeding.

The girl’s clitoris was removed, in line
with custom, by a barber in a village in the
Nile Delta the day before, when several girls
were circumcised during a village celebra-
tion. . . .

The government has sought to end female
circumcision . . . a ritual aimed at keeping
women clean and chaste. It has banned the
practice from state medical facilities.

Mr. President, what is this practice
that is sweeping the country? It is
something that has been in existence
for a long time. FGM is the cutting
away of female genitals and then sew-
ing up the opening, leaving, many
times, only a small hole for urine and
menstrual flow. It is performed on chil-
dren, but it is also performed on girls,
and it is also performed on young
women, up to age 22 or 23 years old.
The initial operation, as indicated in
this news article, leads to many health
complications, complications that
plague these young women most of
their lives, if they are fortunate
enough to survive the initial cut.

The immediate health risks are not
over after a couple of months or even a
couple of years after the operation.
During childbirth, additional cutting
and stitching takes place with each
birth, and all this recutting and stitch-
ing creates scar tissue and emotional
scars that are not seen.

There is no medical reason for this
procedure. It is used as a method to
keep girls chaste and to ensure their
virginity until marriage, and to ensure
that after marriage they do not engage
in extramarital sex.

In September 1994, I introduced a
sense-of-the-Senate resolution con-
demning this cruel practice and com-
mitted at that time to inform my col-
leagues and the country about this
practice. This sense-of-the-Senate reso-
lution was passed. A month later, I in-
troduced a bill to make this procedure
illegal in the United States, and called
upon the Secretary of Health and
Human Services to identify and com-
pile data on immigrant communities
that have brought this practice to the
United States. I have been joined in
this effort by the junior Senator from
Illinois, CAROL MOSELEY-BRAUN, and
the senior Senator from Minnesota,
Senator WELLSTONE. I am happy to re-
port my legislation directing the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services
was passed this year in the omnibus ap-
propriations bill. Another amendment
which criminalized FGM in the United
States is still pending in the immigra-
tion bill.

Mr. President, this barbaric practice
is now being conducted in the United
States because of the inflow of people
from around the world. We have had a
report in one California community
where there were seven of these prac-
tices committed on young women. I
hope the conferees working on the im-
migration bill are allowed to proceed
and get this very important bill ironed
out, and this provision I direct the Sen-
ate’s attention to.


		Superintendent of Documents
	2015-06-15T12:12:02-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




